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Inside the White House: Senator Bricker performed a great service for the Antertt: 

week when he said that the President gets some bad advice and information from “advisers”. This fact 
has been well known around the Capital for some time, but it has not until now been drawn to public 
attention so forcefully and authoritatively. 


From a witness, not a participant, in a recent White House scene, we have obtained a bee a ta pic- 
ture of the bad effects of such advice, as follows: 


The President was last week receiving some visitors who are well-informed about the political situ- 
ation in various places. On the one hand, they sought to warn the President of the dangerous repercus- 
sions of certain New Deal policies launched by the White House. On the other hand, they mentioned 
the Bricker Amendment as one with great popular support and one which, if it had presidential backing, 
would “take the heat off” the White House for some of the less successful legislative proposals. 


The response of Ike was said to have been “thermal”, if not “cataleptic”. He accused leaders of 
the Bricker Amendment movement of being on the expense account of two well-known Texas oil mil- 
lionaires. This assertion is simply not true, and is a typical product of the choir of Democratic New 
Deal columnists. He also dismissed the two gentlemen, both of whom are well-known outstanding 
patriots, as “nuts”. One of these oil men was of crucial importance to Ike in his bid for the nomination 
in 1952. Obviously, White House “advisers” read these left-wing scribes and pass on their dubious 
_ reporting to Ike as facts. 


The President’s temper rose — our report goes on — and he beat on the table. He reportedly said 
that if he had to work for elimination of the famous controversial “which” clause of the Bricker Amend- 
ment to the detriment of the Republican Party, he would do so. And he added that if his doctor told him 
that by taking the stump against the Bricker Amendment he would endanger his life he would take that 
risk. 


Clearly, what the normally amiable and easy-going President had heard from those around him 
aroused him to a thoroughly unjustified pitch of excitement. If he had balanced this talk by consulting 
with, say, the realistic GOP Chairman, Len Hall, he would not have made such a dismaying impression 
on his visitors. 


Yes, Bricker was right in his diagnosis of the White House situation, as he has been on many other 
matters. 


, 


Bricker Amendment: Four camps now apparently exist in the Senate. ONE: the faithful Bricker 
group, which seems to be by far the most numerous. TWO: the backers of the George Amendment 
which, in its present stage, is unacceptable to the Administration because it prevents executive agreements 
from overriding the Constitution and unacceptable to the Bricker group because it does not include 
treaties.: THREE: the New Deal Democratic Kefauver-Lehman clique which wants no amendment at 
all. FOUR: the Administration followers, New Deal Republicans who would like to see an amendment 
go through but will not vote to close loopholes so as to protect the Constitution from treaties or executive 
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agreements. This faction would like to get the political credit for making others believe that it had sought 
to defend the Constitution. 





as nc 
















































































































Bricker’s ameridment has two chances to pass, as the situation stands at this hour of going to press. ™ 
If the debate can be. prolonged, mounting public sentiment might scare many Senators into line for it. J 18 ' 
Congressionalggyajl favoring the amendment of the Ohio Senator is taking a sharp upturn and many that 
citizens are just Pinning to open up with their letter writing. (It is recalled that the famous court- § 8°°* 
packing pk: n of ooseyelt was defeated by the strategy of prolonging debate.) wae 
One factor“fésponsible for this increase in Congressional mail is the kind of opposition which has te 
appeared in the past ten days. On January 22, the Daily Worker blasted the Bricker proposal. On Janu- 
ary 28, Adlai Stevenson rhetorically reproved it. In addition, the National Lawyers Guild, called by a 
House Committee “The Legal Bulwark of Communism in the United States”, also attacked the amendment. 
Observers say that the opposition from the Left has done a lot to open the people’s eyes to the radical 
nature of the opposition to the Bricker measure. 
The Bricker group can also win if an effort to recruit Southern supporters gets under way. It is § Gal 
not impossible that Senator George could be won over and carry with him a number of Southern Senators. } Yor! 
The Administration is said to be counting heavily on one card in its hand — or one that it believes | es 
it possesses. It is impossible for the Administration to cut off debate because “cloture” would require oan 
a two-thirds majority in the Senate — and it cannot muster this. A motion to recommit the Bricker pro- 
posal to the Judiciary Committee appears more feasible. That would require only a majority vote and, § izes 
it is reported, Administration forces figure that they can, as a last desperate measure, put recommital over. Nev 
If that happens, the Bricker amendment — so say veteran observers on the Hill — will be in substance 9 red: 
dead for this session of Congress. For, even if the Judiciary Committee reported the bill out again later, § thet 
it would go to the bottom of the session’s legislative calendar and Congress would probably adjourn §) to « 
without reaching it. Bricker forces are well aware of the danger of recommital and are maneuvering to incl 
fend it off. chil 
The situation on Capitol Hill as of now is described as “remarkably fluid”, and can best be termed | 
as “more psychological than logical”. In short, anything can happen — is the word from the cloakrooms. thr: 
5 Leg 
Not Merely Gossip: It is private talk among Harvard alumni that their alma mater is facing great 
danger, as a result of the university authorities’ “liberal” handling of the subversive problem. Professor He 
Furry, put on the griddle by Senator McCarthy, has testified that he was once a Communist party member, oad 
but declined to reveal his companions in the party. Possible contempt proceedings are threatened, which oie 
would bring further adverse publicity for Harvard. All this has caused grave apprehensions among |} yp 
many graduates of Harvard. Some are inclined to let President Pusey off easily, claiming that his pre- 
decessor, Dr. Conant, and the Harvard Board of Overseers were at fault in establishing the “liberal” line 
of dealing with the subversive problem. On the other hand, it is noticed that Pusey, in his recent report So 
to the Board, lavishly praised Conant. New elections to the Board of Overseers have just been announced 7 
to take place in the next few months. This unrest of the alumni on the subversive matters may well be bas 
reflected in the polling. * 
we 


@ Undersecretary of State Donald Lourie, who has recently resigned, may be offered. another 
job in the Eisenhower Administration. Lourie has been rather buffeted about in his job of Under- 








secretary for Administration. For one thing, “liberals” censure him for bringing into the Department " 
Mr. Scott McLeod, new and vigorous security director who has been responsible for disposing of “ th 
curity risks”. On the other hand, Lourie has not gotten rid of many obvious Acheson holdovers, causing 

much criticism from the Right. But now, it is recalled, Lourie was originally brought into the Depart- W 
ment through the suggestion of General Lucius Clay, Chairman of the Continental Can Company and bell- ve 
wether of the groups attacking the Bricker Amendment. Clay is credited with placing many persons in by 






the new GOP Administration. It is believed that he has in mind another official spot for Lourie. 





@ The National Trade Policy Committee, which is fighting for lower tariffs but is also regarded 
as not too realistic in its ideas, last week drew guffaws from the floor of Congress. The Committee and 
its cohorts do not exactly spare the “well-heeled” lobbyists of the high tariff interests, somewhat overlook- 
ing the many special interests that want tariffs lowered. Hence, when Rep. Bailey brought up the fact 
that the staff of the National Trade Policy Committee had not registered under provisions of the Con- 
gressional Lobbying Act, he brought down the House, literally. Key figures on the Committee — such as 
Charles P. Taft (“liberal” brother of the late Senator), John H. Ferguson and Mrs. Rachel S. Bell, -hasti- 
ly got registered and the fact was publicly acknowledged on the floor, to more laughs, by Rep. Bailey. 





Bound Volumes: About March 1, bound volumes of the 1953 issues of HUMAN 


EVENTS, with a topical index, will be available. Orders are being taken now. 
The price is $4.00. 











Galloping Socialism: Within the last forty-eight hours a tabulation of the major bills in the New 
York State Legislature has appeared, demonstrating how the gospel of Marx has become almost com- 
monplace in the nation’s largest State. One notes the absence of any bill to promote free enterprise in 
business, but a flock of measures to rob selected Peters to pay for collective Pauls. For instance: 


There is a bill to create a system of State-aided community mental health boards. Another author- 
izes a $200,000,000 State bond issue for public housing and slum clearance. Still another would permit 
New York City to substitute a business income tax for the present gross business tax, thus giving the cities’ 
reds and pinks a chance to open up a lush source for more hundreds of millions of give-away. Then 
there’s a proposed bill to transfer the four municipal colleges to a State University. Why? Naturally, 
to centralize education. Others would: increase from $30 to $33 maximum weekly disability benefits, 


increase from $32 to $36 maximum weekly workman’s compensation benefits, and restore State aid for 
» child-care centers. 


Thus do the less provident and able pursue relentlessly the simple technique of making those more 
thrifty and enterprising divvy up, through the power of government. Is it true that when the New York 
Legislature catches cold our other State bodies at least sneeze? 


Health Insurance: The President has sent to Congress an idea which is apparently taxing the best legal 
minds on the Hill, as members seek ways to put it into legislative form. We refer to the idea of a gov- 
ernment guarantee of private health insurance. If and when it is worked out, it may well embody — 
we fear — some government interference, as well as government subsidy to private insurance companies. 


The well-known columnist, Raymond Moley, in a recent syndicated piece on the progress of “Creeping 
Socialism”, comes up with a suggestion that would incorporate Mr. Eisenhower’s thought without in- 
volving the government. He proposes that “insurance for medical and hospital expenses have an exemp- 
tion of, say, $50-$100, on the same principle that automobile insurance now has a $50 exemption.” Such 


a solution would discourage malingering, while the cost of medical insurance for the more serious cases 
would be lowered. 


But, that is a matter in which the government plays no part; it is purely within the realm of the free 
economy. Will insurance companies take to it, when the prospect of government subsidy is before 
them? Some might favor it. For, socialism is so easy to take, so hard to get rid of. 


Watch for: McCarthy and His Enemies, a thorough study of the investigative career of the contro- 
versial Senator and an analysis of the social implications of “McCarthyism”, will be published in March 


by the Henry Regnery Co. The authors are Wm. S. Buckley, Jr., and Brent Bozell. Buckley wrote the 
controversial best-seller, God and Man at Yale. 





The social, economic and political implications of the Sixteenth (income tax) Amendment has long 
engaged the interest of our associate, Frank Chodorov. He has at long last put his ideas on the subject in 
a book — Phe Income Tax: Root of All Evil — which will be published in March by Devin-Adair. 


The annual George Washington Day Dinner of the American Good Government Society will be 
held on Monday evening, February 22. This year former President Hoover and Governor Shivers of 
Texas will receive the 1954 awards. Last year, awards were given to the late Senator Taft and Senator 
Harry F. Byrd. +# Speaker of the evening will be Senator Karl E. Mundt of South Dakota. Place — 
Hotel Statler, Washington. Tickets at the American Good Government Society, 1624 “Eye” Street, 
N. W., Washingtort 6, D. C. Price — $15.00 per ticket. 


Anniversary: Ten years ago this week — to be exact on February 2, 1944 — HUMAN EVENTS 
was born. (Our irreverent office unfortunately has engaged in an unseemly argument as to whether 
this was or was not a “blessed” event.) Anyway, the obstetrics took place in a modest locale. The ad- 
dress — 1737 H Street, N. W. — failed to reveal that the hallowed place was simply the small hotel 
suite of one of the editors. A four-page article provided all the copy, for it was only a month later that 
the news comment section was added. At the bottom of the last page, it was inconspicuously but firmly 
disclosed that we were taking subscriptions for three months only. Even the most optimistic of our 
handful of initial friends could not ignore the fact that there loomed danger of infant mortality. : 

For, the editors had reason to look at the future of the enterprise with doubt. (The staff masthead | 
read: “Frank C. Hanighen, Editor. Felix Morley and William Henry Chamberlin, Contributing Editors.”’) 
We were all old enough to recall vividly the hysteria attendant to the first World War, when “hang the 
Hun” was the prevailing attitude. Besides, we had a quaint notion that, as we put it later, “a great | 
deal of America’s war effort was misplaced, that an essential mission was being neglected or, when 
given attention, was bungled. The mission we had in mind was the preparation for the peace which was q 
to follow the war.” Such a peace, we saw, would necessarily be affected by our relations with our allies. | 

Accordingly, in our first number, February 2, 1944, written by William Henry Chamberlin, we | 
impudently suggested that “all was not well between Churchill and Stalin, that the recent Teheran confer- 
ence, billed as a great love feast, was actually the scene of an Anglo-Russian clash and that ‘Stalin is | 
trying to impose a dictated Munich peace settlement of the Polish question on Great Britain and the United | 
States.’ How ‘obstructionist’ such statements appeared then; how commonplace they look now.” We | 
went on to other insolences — rank heresy in those days. Thus, on August 15, 1945, Frank C. Hanighen | 
warned readers (in an article entitled “The Far Eastern Dilemma”), that by surrender to Russia’s diplo- 7 
macy we faced “the loss of America’s war in the Far East”. And, on Nov. 21, 1945, Felix Morley did | 
an analysis, “A Travesty of Justice”, pointing out the appalling nature of the Nuremburg Trials. | 

Subsequently we turned our attention to other fields, other areas of bureaucracy than our incredible | 
State Department; to those mighty offices where “everybody’s business is nobody’s business.” Frank | 
Chodorov tore the mask from the illusion of “social security”. And in still another sector of our country, 
William F. Buckley, Jr., told the truth about what goes on in the field of higher education. 

Long ere this, the critical three-months period had brought a clamor for continuance of HUMAN | 
EVENTS. Over the past ten years, the faithful support of readers who demanded a publication which 
would pierce the veil of official propaganda constantly encouraged the editors to persevere in their effort 
to bring out the truth. So, we will bring to a close this immodest account by suggesting to you — the | 
reader — that whatever indiscretions we may commit in this consecrated anniversary year will in all 


probability become commonplace in the year 1964— or perhaps sooner. We therefore salute you, in 
warning and in gratitude. 
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MASS HYPNOSIS ON THE CAMPUS\# 
By E. MERRILL Root 


N A RECENT defiant blast at the critics of collectivism in colleges, President Nathan M. 

Pusey of Harvard declared that there is no present member of the Communist Party 

at Harvard college. Even if he is right — and what college president can surely know 

so secret and subtle a thing? — he evades the crux of the problem. For even when a man 
may keep the letter of legality he may fracture the spirit of loyalty. 

Dr. Kirtley F. Mather of Harvard is not a Communist. Yet it was Professor Mather 
who sent out the famous letter of special pleading for M.I.T. Professor Dirk J. Struik 
declared by one witness under oath to be a Party member, the letter which asked Mas- 
sachusetts clergymen to invite Professor Struik to appear before church groups, so 
that they might see what a jolly good fellow he was and feel his intellectual appeal. Did 
this not tend to neutralize the American mind toward such a figure? Did it harm Com- 
munism or did it help America? 

Dr. Harlow Shapley of Harvard is not a Communist. Yet it was Professor Shapley 
who attended the World Conference of Intellectuals, held in Wroclaw, Poland, in Aug- 
ust, 1948, where American artists (among them Eugene O’Neill and John Dos Passos) 
were called “jackals who learned to use a typewriter and hyenas who master the fountain 
pen’, and where America was described as an imperialistic warmonger. And, undeterred 
by all this, it was Professor Shapley who was one of the sponsors and officials of the notor- 
ious Waldorf-Astoria ‘““Peace Conference’ a year later, where A. A. Fadayev declared that 
“the real threat to peace comes from the utter and complete inability of the rulers of the 
United States to devise a non-warlike program... .”’; and where Clifford Odets could not 
“blame the Soviet Union because an apocalyptic beast is running loose in our world today 
and its name is MONEY, MONEY, MONEY”. 

Did not these conferences tend to neutralize the American mind toward Communism? 
Did they harm Communism and did they help America? 

Such professors are not Communists. Their words and deeds are constitutionally le- 
gitimate and should never be censored or prohibited in free America. Yet can President 
Pusey say that these men enthusiastically oppose Communism or that they enthusiastic- 
ally uphold America, by the letter about Professor Struik or by the conferences where 
America is attacked and Communism is defended? 

The great illness in American colleges, so prevalent as not to be epidemic but en- 
demic, is not participation in outright Communism, but a prevailing monopoly by a single 
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strange “liberal” line which apologizes for, glosses over and misrepresents Communism. 
In a few extreme cases, this is so conscious, resolute, and deliberately chosen that it is 
clearly fellow-travelfing. In many more cases — indeed in the most — it is a drugged, 
uncritical} é0 a ivet obsession — a literal hypmosis — that obliterates the keen beauty 
of the intellectualefifes . It reduces the American Scholar of Emerson’s dream to a reason- 
able facsimile>of-a zombie. It makes the academic mind today seem literally somnam- 
bulistic, moving like a sleepwalker in the dark delusion of an evil dream. 

I mean this literally. I see no other possible explanation of the accepted cage of blind 
assumptions — the closed pattern of reaction — which characterizes and disfigures the “‘lib- 
eral” academic “‘intellectuals’”” whenever they touch the theme of Communism. We must 
say, in all humility and far this side of the crystal mind of Christ, ‘Forgive them, for they 
know not what they do.” They know not what they do because they suffer from one of 
the mass delusions, the social manias, that, as Tolstoy says, in certain eras make certain 
groups rush mindlessly, like the Gadarene swine, into the death of the deep sea. 


ae INSTANCES OF this mass hypnosis have recently come to my attention to illus- 
trate how, under its spell, truth becomes a casualty of the closed mind. If these in- 
stances were mere sports of the academic life, with no single pattern and no cast-iron 
character, I would dismiss them as part of the healthy give-and-take of the intellectual 
life; but when again and again all is give and nothing is take, I begin to wonder at the 
hidden compulsions which hold the academic mind under hypnosis. 

In the Congressional Record (July 27, 1953), Congressman Reece of Tennessee has 
a recorded speech. In it Congressman Reece discusses the Round Table of the University 
of Chicago. This (he says) “‘claims to be an educational program, but that is doubtful. 
To be a genuinely educational program, every one of the round-table broadcasts should 
have participants who are truly representative of the problem discussed. However, on 
the basis of my examination of transcripts of a great many of these round-table discus- 
sions, it appears that in most cases the background and ideology of the participants were 
so similar that no genuine discussion of controversial subjects could be expected. And 
in many cases the ideology of the participants was leftist.” 

Congressman Reece cites the round-table of August 18, 1946, dealing with the sub- 
ject: “What Is Communism?” “The Participants were Milton Mayer, a Socialist jour- 
nalist, and Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., of Harvard University ... and Lynn A. Williams, 
Vice President of the Stewart-Warner Corporation....” Even Mr. Williams boasted that 
he tried to teach his workers ‘all the merits of what Marx had to say’. As to the other 
participants, they of course took the usual “liberal” line, and spoke out of the contem- 
porary hypnosis. 

Congressman Reece cites broadcasts of March 14, 1948, of December 17, 1950, and 
of June 29, 1952 as clear examples of the one-party system in debate. Program after 
program, he says, was slanted, narrowed, misrepresented as “discussion” when it was only 
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a song of sweet accord. This proves clearly the compulsions of social mania, which, per- 
haps unconsciously as in all hypnoses, condition too many in the academic world. And 
these Round Tables are broadcast to between 5 and 8 million people! 

I have received direct personal confirmation of this in a great State University far 
from Chicago. My correspondent tells me in great detail of another “Round Table”, 
sponsored by a student club, on the alleged subject: ‘Should Red China Be Admitted to 
the UN?” It was supposedly a “panel discussion’. Five speakers of reputation from 
coast to coast engaged in this, with the final result that they all, for different reasons, 
agreed to the single conclusion: Red China ought to be admitted to the UN! What 
price debate? | 

Speaker A said that the Korean War had unfortunately pushed the question aside, 
but now it should be reconsidered: Red China should be admitted. Speaker B questioned 
the “moral judgment” of the American people on the question, and said it was not a re- 
liable basis: Red China should be admitted. Speaker C was afraid the ‘Formosa block” 
would ‘“‘push the President around” — which would be bad. He did not believe that recog- 
[nition of a country meant approval of a country, and as an example he said that he recog- 
nized Senator McCarthy as the Senator from Wisconsin, but he did not approve of him. 
(At this highly original and witty remark, there was loud general laughter and applause. ) 

This speaker believed we could win China away from Russia: recognition might 
“pull China out of Russia’s orbit. It might result in their disillusionment.” (I wonder 
at the logic of “‘disillusioning” a gangster by rewarding him with a seat in the city coun- 
cil!) He said Red China should be admitted. Speaker D struck the keynote: they all, 
he said, were for the admittance of Red China. It was a question of internationalism 


versus nationalism, and of course he was for internationalism. Red China should be 
admitted. 


Speaker E was for the admission because, he said, the “nationalist” government was 
no longer the government of China (as General de Gaulle’s Free French was no longer 
) the government of France when Petain took over). Red China should be admitted. 

One speaker thought it was a question of practical politics: he said we would have 
to do some “‘horsetrading”. One was afraid of hurting the feelings of Great Britain if 
we did not recognize China! 

The song of sweet accord rose higher and higher, until all were singing in harmony 
at the end, and Red China was as good as seated. Of course these men have the right to 
the wrong ideas, but have they the intellectual right to call such a monopoly by hypnosis 
a ‘“‘panel discussion’’? 


T THE SAME UNIVERSITY, my correspondent and reporter tells me, just a month later, 
A a distinguished foreign visitor (from Great Britain), who represented an interna- 
tional religious fellowship of pacifism, spoke on the subject: ‘The Soviet Union from 
Within”. He had just been to Russia, and now he was reporting what he had seen and 








learned. He had, of course, a perfect right to do this and to report the truth as he saw it; 
It is strange, however, that here again the same “liberal” hypnosis was apparent. 


For example, the speaker said that in Moscow he had met a “‘minister of education”, 





















































He discussed with this man the whole concept of education, and told the minister that Volum 
each individual must be free. The minister then told him: ‘We are not concerned with 
the individual. For the good of the greater number the individual must be sacrificed.” Brick 
This alien corn so appealed to the speaker that he said his own question now “boom Amen 
eranged”; he added that every question he asked or every objection he raised ‘‘boomer- 7 ' 
anged” in the same way, until he was stunned into agreement. One might have supposed co ‘ 
he would have read his Bible, and been hep to the ancient verse: “It is expedient that one 
man should die for the people.”” But he could not recognize his old friends the Pharisees,§_ by th 
possibly because they wore Russian blouses. resist 
The speaker said that the Russians wanted only peace, and he accepted their statement ye 
at face value. The western idea of “peacemaking” however, he said, he and his fellowship reject 
“repudiated”. He had a right to say this, but one cannot help wondering at his logic inf This 
accepting the statement of people whom at best he can only know little, and “repudiating” 
the statement of people who are his friends and neighbors. He believed that the great have 
block to peace was — the exclusion of Red China from the UN. The Soviet Union, he ~ 
said, ““‘has solved the needs of the world”, and the West is losing because it has little to give one 
and no willingness to give it. He did not square these tall statements with the fact that§ yo), 
98 out of 100 Communist prisoners in Korea refuse, even under the harshest pressure, tof: estal: 
return to the barbed wire paradise of those who have “‘solved the needs of the world”’. Pic 
Most amazing of all, in answer to a question, he admitted that the satellite countries 
have the atmosphere of a police state, then added: “I don’t agree with Communism, but§ peri 
I think it is a healthy atmosphere. It’s all part of the new era.” When asked if the Rus- oe 
sians resented the secret police, he glibly opined that they will get over that stage, and then pont: 
they will understand “how improved their country will be’. He said that, if Great Britain 
should disarm, the Russians would have to be pretty quick to get their troops there “before exec 
the Americans did... .” The Soviets would, of course, move in — ‘‘and the English would sup: 
sense immediately that a better society had come into their midst”. = 
A UNIVERSITY IS SUPPOSED to be devoted to the intellectual life, and to concentrate on a 
the best that has been and is being done and said in the world. Is this sort of thing pro, 
fully a realization of such an ideal? Is this monopoly, uncurbed by any Sherman anti-trust ace 
law, an example of the intellectual life? Are we so under the “liberal’’ hypnosis that we se 
are only creatures that once were men? When shall we awaken from this dead yesterday§ Th 
that men forgot to bury? re 
atl 
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